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02/27/07 "ICH" -- - -One way to understand the effect of 9/11, in most 
general terms, is to see that it allowed the agenda developed in the 1990s by 
neoconservatives—-often called simply “neocons”---to be implemented. 
There is agreement on this point across the political spectrum. From the right, 
for example, Stefan Halper and Jonathan Clarke say that 9/11 allowed the 
“preexisting ideological agenda” of the neoconservatives to be “taken off the 
shelf... and relabeled as the response to terror.”! Stephen Sniegoski, writing 
from the left, says that “it was only the traumatic effects of the 9/11 terrorism 
that enabled the agenda of the neocons to become the policy of the United 
States of America.” 


What was this agenda? It was, in essence, that the United States should 
use its military supremacy to establish an empire that includes the whole 
world--a global Pax Americana. Three major means to this end were 
suggested. One of these was to make U.S. military supremacy over other 
nations even greater, so that it would be completely beyond challenge. This 
goal was to be achieved by increasing the money devoted to military 
purposes, then using this money to complete the “revolution in military 
affairs” made possible by the emergence of the information age. The second 
major way to achieve a global Pax Americana was to announce and 
implement a doctrine of preventive-preemptive war, usually for the sake of 
bringing about “regime change” in countries regarded as hostile to U.S. 
interests and values. The third means toward the goal of universal empire was 
to use this new doctrine to gain control of the world’s oil, especially in the 
Middle East, most immediately Iraq. 


In discussing these ideas, I will include recognitions by some commentators 
that without 9/11, the various dimensions of this agenda could not have been 
implemented. My purpose in publishing this essay is to introduce a 
perspective, relevant to the debates about the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 
and the impeachment of President Bush and Vice President Cheney, that thus 
far has not been part of the public discussion. 


1. Neoconservatives and Global Empire 


The “neo” in the term “neo-conservative” is a remnant of the fact that the first 
generation neoconservatives, such as Irving Kristol and Norman Podhoretz, 
had moved to the right after having been members of the left. Kristol, often 
called “the godfather of neoconservatism,” famously defined neoconservatives 
as liberals who had been “mugged by reality.” No such move, however, has 
characterized most of the second-generation neocons, who came to dominate 
the movement in the 1990s. As Gary Dorrien says in Imperial Designs: 
Neoconservatism and the New Pax Americana, “the new neocons had never 


been progressives of any kind.’ 


The term “neoconservatism” is, in any case, 
used here to refer strictly to an ideology, not to any biographical facts about 


those who hold this ideology. 


I mean “biographical facts” to include ethnicity. Although many of the 
prominent neoconservatives have been Jewish, leading some people to think 
that Jewishness is a necessary condition for being a neo-conservative, this is 
not so. As Dorrien points out, “a significant number of prominent neocons 
were not Jews.’4 


This discussion has its primary importance in relation to Dick Cheney 
and Donald Rumsfeld. If neoconservatism is understood to be entirely a 
matter of ideology, not also partly a matter of biography, then there is no 
reason not to think of Cheney and Rumsfeld as neocons. As former neocon 
Michael Lind, says: “[N]eoconservatism is an ideology, like 
paleoconservatism and libertarianism, and Rumsfeld and Dick . . . Cheney are 
full-fledged neocons, .. . even though they are not Jewish and were never 
liberals or leftists.”° 

Neoconservatism in its early decades was a multi-faceted phenomenon, 
but the focus here is on its foreign policy. Neoconservative foreign policy was 
originally oriented around opposition to Communism. This fact meant that the 
end of the Cold War produced a crisis for neocons. In 1991, after the fall of 
the Berlin wall, Podhoretz said that he was not sure what “America’s purpose 
should be now that the threat of Communism . . . had been decisively 
eliminated.” Five years later, he even published a eulogy to the movement, 
declaring it dead.° 


Unipolarity 


Other neocons, however, believed that they had a new cause to champion. 
Already in 1986, Irving Kristol argued that the United States needed to move 
toward a foreign policy of “global unilateralism.” But that would be difficult, 
he pointed out, as long as America is “an imperial power with no imperial 
self-definition.”’ The new cause was to shape this new self-definition, thereby 
getting Americans ready to accept a policy of global unilateralism. 


As soon as the Cold War ended, this cause was taken up by others. At 
the close of 1989, Charles Krauthammer, one of the best-known neocon 
columnists, published a piece entitled “Universal Dominion,” in which he 
argued that America should work for “a qualitatively new outcome--a unipolar 
world.”® In 1990, he argued that unipolarity has already arrived and that the 
United States, being the “unchallenged superpower,” should act unilaterally. 
Saying that “[t]he alternative to unipolarity is chaos,” Krauthammer explained 
what unipolarity requires of the United States: “unashamedly laying down the 
rules of world order and being prepared to enforce them.”? The following 
year, in an argument for a “robust interventionism,” he said of this unipolar 
world: “We Americans should like it---and exploit it.”! 


The 1992 Defense Planning Guidance 


The first effort to turn such thinking into official policy came in 1992, which 
was the last year of the presidency of George H. W. Bush and hence also the 
end of Dick Cheney’s tenure as secretary of defense. Before leaving office, 
Cheney had Paul Wolfowitz, the undersecretary of defense for policy, 
prepare---with the help of his top assistant, Lewis “Scooter” Libby---a draft of 
the Pentagon’s “Defense Planning Guidance” (DPG).''! Stating that America’s 
“first objective is to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival,” this DPG draft 
was, in Andrew Bacevich’s appraisal, “in effect a blueprint for permanent 
American global hegemony.” !? 

This draft produced, after portions of a leaked copy were published in 
the New York Times and the Washington Post,'*an outpouring of criticism. 
The ideas did get some support, especially from neoconservative publications 
such as the Wall Street Journal, which praised the draft’s plan for a “Pax 
Americana.”!* But most of the reaction was critical. Senator Alan Cranston 
complained that the Bush administration was seeking to make the United 


States “the one, the only main honcho on the world block, the global Big 
Enchilada.”!> Senator Robert Byrd said that the document’s stance seemed to 
be: “We love being the sole remaining superpower in the world and we want 
so much to remain that way that we are willing to put at risk the basic health 
of our economy and well-being of our people to do so.”!® 

Seeking to calm the waters, especially because it was an election year, 
the administration of George H. W. Bush distanced itself from this draft, 
depicting it, in Bacevich’s words, “as the musings of an insignificant lower- 
tier appointee acting without official sanction.”!’ Although Wolfowitz would 
refer to it as “my 1992 memorandum” many years later,'* he claimed at the 
time that he had not seen it.'? Cheney also claimed not to have seen it, even 
though one long section began by acknowledging “definitive guidance from 
the Secretary of Defense.” This latter fact has, incidentally, been pointed out 
by David Armstrong, who calls this draft an early version of Cheney’s “Plan . 
.. to rule the world.””° Although this draft came to be known as “the 
Wolfowitz plan,” it is important to recognize that it was Cheney who, in 
Dorrien’s words, “hatched the original unipolarist blueprint in 
1992.”! Indeed, as Nicholas Lemann has reported in the New Yorker, the 
DPG draft resulted from a secret team that Cheney had set up in the Pentagon 
“to think about American foreign policy after the Cold War.’ 

The recognition that this unipolarist blueprint was inspired by Cheney 
is important in light of the unprecedented power that he would exercise in the 
second Bush administration. As presidential historian Douglas Brinkley would 
say in 2002: “Cheney is unique in American history. .. . He is the vortex in 
the White House on foreign policymaking. Everything comes through him.””* 

In any case, Cheney, under pressure from the White House, had the 
document significantly rewritten by Libby, in language more acceptable at the 
time. For example, whereas the first draft spoke of spurning collective action 
through the United Nations, this new version spoke of strengthening the 
U.N.” Cheney put an end to this brief public debate about the wisdom of a 
unipolarist foreign policy by having this softer version, which was later 
published,”> leaked to the press.*° 


The 1990s and PNAC 


This rewriting did not mean, however, that the ideas were dropped by Cheney 
and other neoconservatives. Indeed, after the election was over, Cheney, 
before leaving office, put out another revision, in which some of the neo- 
imperial language was restored.?’ Then Zalmay Khalilzad, who had joined 
Cheney’s team in 1991, put out a book early in 1995 entitled From 
Containment to Global Leadership? America and the World after the Cold 
War, which expresses quite forthrightly the idea of preventing, by military 
force if necessary, the rise of any rival power.” In 1996, Robert Kagan, “who 
emerged in the 1990s as perhaps the most influential neocon foreign policy 
”29 aroued that the United States should use its military strength 
“actively to maintain a world order which both supports and rests upon 


analyst, 


American hegemony.”°? In 1998, Kagan and William Kristol, who in 1995 
had founded the Weekly Standard (which quickly became the main organ of 
neocon thinking), wrote that unless America takes charge, we will have 
“world chaos, and a dangerous twenty-first century.”*! In January of 2001, as 
the Bush-Cheney administration was ready to come to power, Kagan 
criticized “Clinton and his advisers” for “having the stomach only to be 
halfway imperialists.” 

It is important to understand the development of this neoconservative 
ideology, given the fact that after 9/11, the neocon agenda became the agenda 
of the United States. As Halper and Clarke said in 2004, “if one wishes to 
understand the direction of American foreign policy today, one must read 
what neo-conservatives were writing ten years or more ago.” 

The most important development within the neocon movement in the 
1990s was William Kristol’s founding, in 1997, of a unipolarist think tank 
called the Project for the New American Century (PNAC).** Closely related to 
the American Enterprise Institute ideologically and even physically and 
financially, PNAC differed primarily in focusing entirely on foreign 
policy.*> In its “Statement of Principles,” PNAC called for “American global 
leadership,” asking whether the United States has “the resolve to shape a new 
century favorable to American principles and interests.”*° 

In September of 2000, just three months before the Bush-Cheney 
administration took office, PNAC published a 76-page document 
entitled Rebuilding America’s Defenses (RAD). Saying that “[a]t present the 


United States faces no global rival,” RAD declared that “America’s grand 
strategy should aim to preserve and extend this advantageous position” and 
thereby “to preserve and enhance [the] ‘American peace.’” To “enhance” the 
“American peace” means, of course, to increase the size of the American 
empire. Explicitly referring back to the Cheney-Wolfowitz Defense Planning 
Guidance draft of 1992, RAD said that “the basic tenets of the DPG, in our 
judgment, remain sound.” The continuity between the two documents is no 
surprise, partly because Libby and Wolfowitz are listed as participants in the 
production of this 2000 document.?’ 


What is said in the PNAC’s documents is highly important because 
many of PNAC’s early members, including Elliott Abrams, John Bolton, Eliot 
Cohen, Paula Dobriansky, Zalmay Khalilzad, Richard Perle, Peter W. 
Rodman, James Woolsey, and---most significantly---Cheney, Libby, 
Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz, became central members of the new Bush 
administration. PNAC neocons thereby took key positions in the Vice 
President’s Office, the Pentagon, and the (only semi-independent) Defense 
Policy Board. They did so well primarily because of Cheney, who was put in 
charge of the transition team, and secondarily because of Rumsfeld, after 
Cheney chose him to head the Pentagon.** 


9/11 and Empire Talk 


With the new administration in place, neocon commentators such as 
Krauthammer became even more explicit and exuberant about the use of 
America’s power for imperial ends. Mocking Clinton for being concerned to 
be “a good international citizen” and praising Bush for understanding that “the 
U.S. can reshape, indeed remake, reality on its own,” Krauthammer said: 
“America is no mere international citizen. It is the dominant power in the 
world, more dominant than any since Rome. Accordingly, America is in a 
position to reshape norms . . . and create new realities. How? By unapologetic 
and implacable demonstrations of will.”*? 


However, it was not until after 9/11, and especially after the devastating 
assault on Afghanistan, that the neocon effort to get Americans to accept an 
imperial self-definition started showing widespread success. Early in 2002, 
Krauthammer, having noticed the difference, said: “People are coming out of 
the closet on the word ‘empire.’” Driving home his main message, 


Krauthammer added that Americans needed to face up to the responsibilities 
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entailed by the fact that they are now “undisputed masters of the world. 
A year later, this unilateralist idea was voiced in the Atlantic 
Monthly by neocon Robert Kaplan, who argued that America should use its 
power unilaterally to “manage an unruly world,” leaving behind “the so-called 
international community,” especially the United Nations, with its “antiquated 


power arrangement.””*! 


9/11 and the 9/11 wars---meaning those that have been justified by 


14*---resulted in empire talk beyond the circles of 


appeal to the attacks of 9/1 
neocons. Early in 2002, after the American assault on Afghanistan, Paul 
Kennedy, who had 15 years earlier been predicting America’s decline as a 
great power,” declared: “Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of 
power.” Describing America’s empire as the greatest of all time, he said: 
“Charlemagne’s empire was merely Western European in reach. The Roman 
empire stretched farther afield, but there was another great empire in Persia, 
and a larger one in China. There is, therefore, no comparison.” 

A very important development that same year was the publication of 
Andrew Bacevich’s American Empire, which closes by saying that the 
question before Americans is “not whether the United States has become an 
imperial power” but only “what sort of empire they intend theirs to 
be.” Bacevich himself, while a conservative, strongly distanced himself from 
the imperial agenda of the neocons.*° 


But it was their agenda, not Bacevich’s cautionary critique, that would 
determine the “sort of empire” that the United States would seek to become 
during the Bush-Cheney administration. And it was 9/11 that allowed this 
agenda to be implemented. As Claes Ryn said, the neoconservatives “have 
taken full advantage of the nation’s outrage over 9/11 to advance their already 


fully formed drive for empire.’”*” 


2. Military Omnipotence 


The tool for fulfilling this drive for empire, neocons have always held, is 
military power. To a great extent, in fact, the neoconservative movement 
began in reaction to the widespread view after the Vietnam war that American 
military power should never again be used for imperialistic purposes. In the 
early 1980s, rejecting the left’s conclusion that force had become “obsolete as 


an instrument of American political purposes,” Norman Podhoretz argued that 
military power constitutes “the indispensable foundation of U.S. foreign 
policy,” adding that “without it, nothing else we do will be effective.”** 

The Cheney-Wolfowitz DPG of 1992, having said that “[o]ur first objective 
is to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival,” added that “we must maintain 
the mechanisms for deterring potential competitors from even aspiring to a 
regional or global role.” These “mechanisms” referred, of course, to various 
kinds of military power. 


Space and Full Spectrum Dominance 


The U.S. military in the 1990s developed concepts to attain the kind of 
military superiority envisaged in this document. One of these concepts was 
“Full Spectrum Dominance,” which, says Bacevich, is the attempt “to achieve 
something approaching omnipotence.” He is here referring to a document 
entitled “Joint Vision 2010,” which was first published by the U.S. Joint 
Chiefs of Staff in 1996. Defining “Full Spectrum Dominance” as “the 
capability to dominate an opponent across the range of military operations,” 
this document says that it “will be the key characteristic we seek for our 
Armed Forces in the 21st century.”*° Given the fact that the U.S. military was 
already dominant on the land and the water and in the air, the new component 
needed was dominance in space. 


Space dominance was described in a 1997 document entitled “Vision for 
2020,” published by the U.S. Space Command, a division of the Air Force. 
The unique mission of the Space Command is to “dominat[e] the space 
dimension of military operations.” By merging this “space superiority with 
land, sea, and air superiority,” the U.S. military will have Full Spectrum 
Dominance.>! 


This notion was further developed in the Pentagon’s “Joint Vision 2020,” 
which first appeared in 2000.* It speaks of full spectrum dominance as 
involving not just four but five dimensions: “space, sea, land, air, and 
information.” In addition, this document says, “given the global nature of our 
interests and obligations, the United States must maintain its overseas 
presence forces and the ability to rapidly project power worldwide in order to 
achieve full spectrum dominance.” This statement gives support to Bacevich’s 


observation that after the end of the Cold War, “the Department of Defense 
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completed its transformation into a Department of Power Projection. 

PNAC’s Rebuilding America’s Defenses appeared in September of that 
same year. Written to influence the next administration, RAD’s main point 
was that “the next president of the United States . . . must increase military 
spending to preserve American geopolitical leadership.”™4 

Besides arguing for increased spending across the board, RAD argued 

in particular for increased funding for the U.S. Space Command. Saying that 
“the ability to have access to, operate in, and dominate the aerospace 
environment has become the key to military success in modern, high- 
technology warfare,” it advocated not only “missile defense” but also “placing 
. .. Weapons in space.” The weapons, moreover, are not simply for defensive 
purposes, but also for “the ability to conduct strikes from space,” which will 


give the U.S. military a “global first-strike force.”*> 


The Revolution in Military Affairs 


This development of space-based weapons was presented as simply one part, 
albeit probably the most important part, of a more general transformation of 
the military that exploits the “revolution in military affairs” (RMA), which has 
been made possible by information technologies.°® This RMA transformation 
of the military was said to be “sufficiently important to consider it a separate 
mission.”>’ 

In spite of this importance, however, the authors of RAD, ever mindful 
of budgetary constraints and widespread commitment to more traditional 
ways, warned that the needed transformation would not occur quickly, at least 
if the present climate continued. In a statement that has been widely quoted in 
the 9/11 truth movement, they wrote that “the process of transformation, even 
if it brings revolutionary change, is likely to be a long one, absent some 
catastrophic and catalyzing event---like a new Pearl Harbor.’”® 

The emphasis in RAD on exploiting the RMA to transform the 
Pentagon’s approach is no surprise, since one of the participants in the project 
to produce this document was Wolfowitz, who had long before fallen under 
the spell of Albert Wohlstetter (one of the models for “Dr. Strangelove’”’). 
Wohlstetter had been the main early proponent of the ideas that came to be 
dubbed the “revolution in military affairs” by Andrew Marshall, who later 


became the main proponent.®’Marshall, who at this writing was still serving as 
the RMA guru in the Pentagon, numbers Wolfowitz, Cheney, and Rumsfeld 
among his disciples.°! 


Rumsfeld, in fact, was at the same time heading up a special commission to 
make recommendations about the military use of space. This “Rumsfeld 
Commission,” endorsing the idea of military transformation, including the 
weaponization of space, said that the United States should “[e]mploy space 
systems to help speed the transformation of the U.S. military into a modern 
force able to deter and defend against evolving threats directed at. . . [our] 
forward deployed forces.” (In other words, although the language of 
“defense” and “deterrence” is used, part of the purpose of the space weapons 
is to prevent attacks on America’s offensive operations.) This report, 
interestingly, also used the Pearl Harbor analogy. Warning against the 
tendency to consider an attack on U.S. space satellites as too improbable to 
worry about, the report of the Rumsfeld Commission said: 


History is replete with instances in which warning signs were ignored 
and change resisted until an external, “improbable” event forced 
resistant bureaucracies to take action. The question is whether the U.S. 
will be wise enough to act responsibly and soon enough to reduce U.S. 
space vulnerability. Or whether, as in the past, a disabling attack 
against the country and its people—-a “Space Pearl Harbor”—-will be 
the only event able to galvanize the nation and cause the U.S. 
Government to act.° 


9/11 as the New Pearl Harbor 


The attacks of 9/11 were widely referred to as a new Pearl Harbor. President 
Bush reportedly wrote in his diary on the night of 9/11: “The Pearl Harbor of 
the 21‘ century took place today.” Immediately after the attacks, many 
people, from Robert Kagan to Henry Kissinger to a writer for Time magazine, 
said that America should respond to the attacks of 9/11 in the same way it had 
responded to the attack on Pearl Harbor. 


Moreover, just as the attack on Pearl Harbor gave the United States the 
opportunity to enter World War II, which in turn allowed it to replace Great 
Britain as the leading imperial power, the attacks of 9/11 were widely 
regarded as an opportunity. Donald Rumsfeld stated that 9/11 created “the 


kind of opportunities that World War II offered, to refashion the 
world.”’°°Condoleezza Rice reportedly told senior members of the National 
Security Council to “think about ‘how do you capitalize on these 
opportunities’ to fundamentally change American doctrine, and the shape of 
the world, in the wake of September 11".”°’ In a public address, she said that 
“if the collapse of the Soviet Union and 9/11 bookend a major shift in 
international politics, then this is a period not just of grave danger, but of 
enormous opportunity.”°® According to Bob Woodward, the president himself 
said that the attacks provided “a great opportunity.”°© Only two days after 
9/11, in fact, Bush said in a telephone conversation with Mayor Rudy Giuliani 
and Governor George Pataki of New York: “[T]hrough the tears of sadness I 
see an opportunity.” The next day, he reportedly used exactly the same words 
while talking to the press.’° 


Nicholas Lemann of the New Yorker, dealing with this response to 9/11 as 
an opportunity, reports that he was told by a senior official of the Bush 
administration (who insisted on anonymity) that, in Lemann’s paraphrase, 
“the reason September 11th appears to have been ‘a transformative moment’ 
is not so much that it revealed the existence of a threat of which officials had 
previously been unaware as that it drastically reduced the American public's 
usual resistance to American military involvement overseas.”’! We did not, of 
course, hear that stated publicly by any member of the Bush-Cheney 
administration. 


The attacks of 9/11 also reduced Congressional resistance to providing 
increased funding for Pentagon programs. On the evening of 9/11 itself, 
Rumsfeld held a news briefing on the Pentagon attack. At this briefing, 
Senator Carl Levin, the chair of the Senate Armed Services Committee, was 
asked: “Senator Levin, you and other Democrats in Congress have voiced fear 
that you simply don’t have enough money for the large increase in defense 
that the Pentagon is seeking, especially for missile defense. . . . Does this sort 
of thing convince you that an emergency exists in this country to increase 
defense spending?”’* Congress immediately appropriated an additional $40 
billion for the Pentagon and much more later, with few questions asked. 


The attacks of 9/11, moreover, aided those who favored a 
transformation of the military along RMA lines. In the weeks before 
September 11, Bacevich reports, “military transformation appeared to be dead 


in the water,” because the military brass were “wedded to existing weapons 
systems, troop structure, and strategy.””* But, Bacevich continues: 


President Bush’s decision after September 11 to wage a global war 
against terror boosted the RMA’s stock. After 9/11, the Pentagon 
shifted from the business of theorizing about war to the business of 
actually waging it. This created an opening for RMA advocates to make 
their case. War plans . . . became the means for demonstrating once for 
all the efficacy of the ideas advanced by Wohlstetter and Marshall and 
now supported by .. . Rumsfeld and his deputy Paul Wolfowitz.” 


After the removal of Saddam Hussein, Richard Perle, who had long shared 
Wolfowitz’s enthusiasm for Wohlstetter’s ideas, said: “This is the first war 
that’s been fought in a way that would recognize Albert’s vision of future 
wars.”’> 

These ideas for achieving military omnipotence became official policy with 
the publication, one year after 9/11, of the Bush-Cheney 
administration’s National Security Strategy of the United States of 
America (NSS 2002), which said: “We must build and maintain our defenses 
beyond challenge” so that we can “dissuade future military competition.””° 

The conviction that 9/11 provided an opportunity was also reflected 

in NSS 2002, which said: “The events of September 11, 2001, . . . opened vast, 
new opportunities.”’’ One of the things for which it most clearly provided an 
opportunity was the doctrine of preemptive-preventive war. 


3. Preemptive-Preventive War 


This hyphenated term is used here for clarity. The doctrine in question, which 
involves attacking another country even though it poses no immediate threat, 
is technically called “preventive war.” This doctrine, which violates 
international law as reflected in the charter of the United Nations, is to be 
distinguished from what is technically called “preemptive war,” which occurs 
when Country A attacks Country B after learning that an attack from Country 
B is imminent---too imminent to allow time for the U.N. to intervene. These 
technical terms, however, are problematic, because although preventive war, 
being illegal, is worse than preemptive war, to most ears “preemption” sounds 
worse than “prevention.” As a result, many people speak of “preemptive war” 


when they mean preventive war. The term “preemptive-preventive war,” 
while somewhat cumbersome, solves this problem.” 


Historical Emergence of the Doctrine 


This doctrine of preemptive-preventive war had been advocated by neocons 
long before 9/11. It was contained already in the Cheney-Wolfowitz Defense 
Planning Guidance of 1992, which said that the United States should use force 
to “preempt” and “preclude threats.” 

In 1996, Richard Perle and other neocons prepared a strategy paper 
entitled “A Clean Break” for Benjamin Netanyahu, who had recently been 
elected prime minister of Israel. This paper recommended that Israel, in 
making a clean break from previous strategies, establish “the principle of 
preemption.”*° 

In 1997, PNAC’s “Statement of Principles” argued that to exert “global 
leadership,” America needs to “challenge regimes hostile to our interests and 
values.) 

In 1998, a letter from PNAC, signed by Perle, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, and 15 
other members, urged President Clinton to “undertake military action” to 
eliminate “the possibility that Iraq will be able to use or threaten to use 


weapons of mass destruction.”®? 


The Doctrine of Preemptive-Preventive War after 
9/11 


Although these neocons were anxious to have their doctrine of preemptive- 
preventive war accepted as national policy, this did not occur during the 
Clinton presidency or even during the first eight months of the Bush-Cheney 
administration. After 9/11, however, it did. “The events of 9/11,” observes 
Bacevich, “provided the tailor-made opportunity to break free of the fetters 
restricting the exercise of American power.” 

The idea of preemptive-preventive war, which came to be known as the 
“Bush doctrine,” was first clearly expressed in the president’s address at West 
Point in June 2002 (when the administration started preparing the American 
people psychologically for the attack on Iraq). Having stated that, in relation 
to the “new threats,” deterrence “means nothing” and containment is “not 


possible,” Bush even took aim at the traditional understanding of preemption, 
saying: “If we wait for threats to fully materialize, we will have waited too 
long.” Then, using the language of preemption while really meaning 
preemptive-prevention, he said that America’s security “will require all 


Americans . . . to be ready for preemptive action.”*+ 


NSS 2002 


However, although the West Point speech provided a first statement of this 
new doctrine, it was in NSS 2002, published that September, that the new 
doctrine was laid out at some length. The covering letter, signed by the 
president, says that with regard to “our enemies’ efforts to acquire dangerous 
technologies,” America will, in self-defense, “‘act against such emerging 
threats before they are fully formed.”*° The document itself, saying that “our 
best defense is a good offense,” also states: 


Given the goals of rogue states and terrorists, the United States can no 
longer rely on a reactive posture as we have in the past. The inability to 
deter a potential attacker, the immediacy of today's threats, and the 
magnitude of potential harm that could be caused by our adversaries’ 
choice of weapons, do not permit that option. We cannot let our 
enemies strike first.°° 

To justify this doctrine, NSS 2002 argues that the United States must “adapt” 
the traditional doctrine of preemption, long recognized as a right, to the new 
situation, thereby turning it into a right of anticipatory (preventive) 
preemption: 


For centuries, international law recognized that nations need not suffer 
an attack before they can lawfully take action to defend themselves 
against forces that present an imminent danger of attack. ... We must 
adapt the concept of imminent threat to the capabilities and objectives 
of today’s adversaries. .. . The United States has long maintained the 
option of preemptive actions to counter a sufficient threat to our 
national security. The greater the threat, . . . the more compelling the 
case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, even if 
uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s attack. To 
forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United 
States will, if necessary, act preemptively.*’ 


With this argument, the authors of NSS 2002 tried to suggest that, since 
this doctrine of anticipatory preemption simply involves adapting a 
traditionally recognized right to a new situation, it involves no great change. 
But it does. According to the traditional doctrine, one needed certain evidence 
that the other country was going to launch an immediate attack. According to 
the Bush Doctrine, by contrast, the United States can attack another country 
“even if uncertainty remains” and even, more flagrantly, if the United States 
knows that the threat from the other country is not yet “fully formed.” 


The novelty here, to be sure, involves doctrine more than practice. The 
United States has in practice attacked several countries that presented no 
imminent military threat. But it always portrayed these attacks in such a way 
that they could appear to comport with international law. The attack on North 
Vietnam after the alleged incident in the Tonkin Gulf provides an example. 
But “[n]ever before,” point out Halper and Clarke, “had any president set out 
a formal national strategy doctrinethat included [preventive] 
preemption.”*® This is a step of great significance, because it involves an 
explicit statement by the United States that the basic principle of international 
law, as embodied in the United Nations, does not apply to its own behavior. 


Zelikow as Primary Drafter of NSS 2002 


Max Boot, a neocon who has become well known through his newspaper 
columns, has described NSS 2002 as a “quintessentially neo-conservative 
document.”®? Now that the basic ideas of this document have been laid out, 
we can see the accuracy of his observation. 


We can also see the importance of a still little-known fact: that Philip 
Zelikow, who would later become the executive director of the 9/11 
Commission, was chosen by Condoleezza Rice to be the primary drafter 
of NSS 2002.° 


According to James Mann in The Rise of the Vulcans, after Rice saw 
the first draft of this document (which had been prepared by Richard Haass, 
the director of policy planning in Colin Powell’s State Department), she 
“ordered the document be completely rewritten. She thought the Bush 
administration needed something bolder. . . . Rice turned the writing over to 
her old colleague, . . . Philip Zelikow.’”?! (Rice and Zelikow had worked 
together in the National Security Council in the administration of the first 


President Bush; when the Republicans were out of power during the Clinton 
presidency, they wrote a book together; and then when she was appointed 
National Security Advisor for the second President Bush, she brought on 
Zelikow to help with the transition to the new National Security Council.) 
Given the content and tone of the document, one might assume that Cheney, 
Rumsfeld, or Wolfowitz had been involved in the process of creating it. 
According to Mann, however, “the hawks in the Pentagon and in Vice 
President Cheney’s office hadn’t been closely involved, even though the 
document incorporated many of their key ideas. They had left the details and 
the drafting in the hands of Rice and Zelikow, along with Rice’s deputy, 
Stephen Hadley.” 


Some insight into Zelikow’s views before coming to this task might be 
garnered from an essay he co-authored in 1998 on “catastrophic terrorism.” In 
this essay, which suggests that he had been thinking about the World Trade 
Center and a new Pearl Harbor several years prior to 9/1, Zelikow and his co- 
authors say: 


If the device that exploded in 1993 under the World Trade Center had 
been nuclear, or had effectively dispersed a deadly pathogen, the 
resulting horror and chaos would have exceeded our ability to describe 
it. Such an act of catastrophic terrorism would be a watershed event in 
American history. It could involve loss of life and property 
unprecedented in peacetime and undermine America's fundamental 
sense of security, as did the Soviet atomic bomb test in 1949. Like 
Pearl Harbor, this event would divide our past and future into a before 
and after. The United States might respond with draconian measures, 
scaling back civil liberties, allowing wider surveillance of citizens, 
detention of suspects, and use of deadly force.” 


In any case, in light of Zelikow’s close relationship with the Bush 
administration and especially his authorship of NSS 2002, we cannot take 
seriously the claim of the 9/11 Commission that it sought to be 
“independent.” As executive director, he had tremendous power to shape the 
work of the Commission, deciding which issues it would investigate and 
which not, and he was primarily responsible for the final form of The 9//1 
Commission Report.®> The Family Steering Committee, which represented 
families of victims of the 9/11 attacks, vigorously protested his appointment, 
calling for “Dr. Zelikow’s immediate resignation” and for the “Commission to 


apologize to the 9/11 families and America for this massive appearance of 
impropriety.”””° But these calls were dismissed. 


Given Zelikow’s close relationship with the Bush-Cheney 
administration and his own authorship of NSS 2002, it is certainly no surprise 
that, as I reported in The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions and 
Distortions,’’ there is no mention of imperial interests that might have served 
as motives for the Bush-Cheney administration to have orchestrated or at least 
permitted the attacks of 9/11. The Zelikow-led Commission did not, for 
example, mention that PNAC’s Rebuilding America’s Defenses had suggested 
that the transformation of the military, through which unipolarity could be 
enforced more effectively, could occur more quickly if there were to be “a 
new Pearl Harbor’; it did not mention that the administration had had plans, to 
be discussed below, to attack both Afghanistan and Iraq prior to 9/11; and it 
did not mention that 9/11 had been described as presenting “opportunities” by 
Bush, Rice, Rumsfeld, and, in fact, NSS 2002. Once we know of Zelikow’s 
authorship of that document, moreover, it is also no surprise to see that The 
9/11 Commission Report contains a chapter---““What to Do? A Global 
Strategy”---that provides propaganda for the Bush-Cheney administration’s 
post-9/11 foreign policy. 


I return now to the discussion of possible imperial motives for 9/11 
within the Bush-Cheney administration. 


4. The Attack on Afghanistan 


Many times since the formal enunciation of the doctrine of preemptive- 
preventive warfare, the Bush-Cheney administration has defended it as 
necessitated by 9/11. In an address to the nation in 2004, for example, Bush 
said that the two lessons of 9/11 are that this country “must deal with 
gathering threats” and that it “must go on the offense and stay on the 
offense.”*’The first victim of this claimed right to “go on the offense” was 
Afghanistan. 


Although the attacks of 9/11 were, according to the official story, 
planned and carried out by a non-state organization, al-Qaeda, rather than by 
some state, the Bush-Cheney administration used the attacks as a pretext to 
launch attacks on states---attacks that had been planned before 9/11. The 
justification for this switch was provided by Bush’s address to the nation on 


the evening of 9/11, in which he declared: “We will make no distinction 
between the terrorists who committed these acts and those who harbor 
them.””? The attack on Afghanistan was then justified on the grounds that the 
Taliban was “harboring” Osama bin Laden, the evil genius behind the 9/11 
attacks, whom Bush on September 17 said he wanted “dead or alive” (after 
Cheney had said that he would willingly accept bin Laden’s “head on a 
platter”).!°° 

But this was a pretext rather than the real reason for attacking Afghanistan-- 
-as illustrated by the fact that when the Bush administration had an 
opportunity to take bin Laden alive, it showed no interest. A week after 9/11, 
the Taliban said that it would hand OBL over---if the United States presented 
proof of his involvement in 9/11. But Bush refused to provide any such 
evidence, saying that there would be no negotiations or even 
discussion.'°! Again, four weeks after the U.S. attack on Afghanistan began, a 
Taliban spokesman said: "We will negotiate. But .. . [w]e are not a province 
of the United States, to be issued orders to. We have asked for proof of 
Osama's involvement, but they have refused. Why?"!” 


There are probably two answers to this question. First, there is much 
evidence that the Bush administration did not want bin Laden, either dead or 
alive. One part of this evidence consists of several reports that the U.S. 
military in Afghanistan deliberately let bin Laden escape more than once.!° A 
second reason is that the Bush administration, besides knowing that bin Laden 
was not responsible for the 9/11 attacks, evidently decided that it could not 
even marshal convincing (albeit false) case that he was (as suggested by the 
fact that, after a White Paper presenting this proof was promised, it was never 
produced). More recently, the FBI, in response to a query as to why does 
not list 9/11 as one of the crimes for which bin Laden is wanted, has 
said: “The reason why 9/11 is not mentioned on Usama Bin Laden’s Most 
Wanted page is because the FBI has no hard evidence connecting Bin Laden 
to 9/11”!(a rather astounding admission that, one might think, should have 
been reported on the nightly news and in The New York Times). 


To understand the real reasons for the attack on Afghanistan, one needs 
to look at some developments prior to 9/11. One such development was the 
publication in 1997 of Zbigniew Brzezinski’s book The Grand 
Chessboard: American Primacy and Its Geostrategic Imperatives. As the 
subtitle shows, Brzezinski, while not a neoconservative, shared the 


neocons’ concern to maintain and enhance U.S. “primacy.” Portraying 
Central Asia, with its vast oil reserves, as the key to world power, 
Brzezinski argued that America, to ensure its continued primacy, must get 
control of this region, which would mean establishing several military 
bases there. 


However, Brzezinski added, American democracy posed an 
obstacle: 


America is too democratic at home to be autocratic abroad. This limits 
the use of America’s power, especially its capacity for military 
intimidation. ... The economic self-denial (that is, defense spending) 
and the human sacrifice (casualties even among professional soldiers) 
required in the effort are uncongenial to democratic instincts. 
Democracy is inimical to imperial mobilization.!” 

Brzezinski, however, then suggested a way in which this obstacle 
could be overcome. Having said that in the United States “the pursuit of 
power is not a goal that commands popular passion,” he then added: 
“except in conditions of a sudden threat or challenge to the public’s sense 
of domestic well being.”'°’ The American people would be willing to make 
the economic and human sacrifices needed for “imperial mobilization,” he 
suggested, if there were “a truly massive and widely perceived direct 
external threat.” !°’The kind of threat he had in mind was suggested by his 
statement, earlier in the book, that the public was willing to support 
“America’s engagement in World War II largely because of the shock 
effect of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.” !© 


It is possible that Brzezinski’s discussion here inspired the statement 
about a “new Pearl Harbor” in PNAC’s 2000 document, which can be read 
as a call for a false-flag operation that would provide a pretext for turning 
PNAC’s agenda into official policy. The plausibility of this reading was 
increased, moreover, by a statement made by Brzezinski’s during his 
warning, in testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 
February 1, 2007, that a “head-on conflict with Iran and with much of the 
world of Islam at large” was the likely outcome of the US frustration in 
Iraq. “A plausible scenario for a military collision with Iran,” Brzezinski 
suggested, involves “a terrorist act in the U.S. blamed on Iran; culminating 
in a ‘defensive’ U.S. military action against Iran.” Adding that a 


“mythical historical narrative” for an expanded attack on Islamic countries 
“is already being articulated,” Brzezinski said that “9/11 [is being 
presented] as the equivalent of the Pearl Harbor attack.”!'° 


Be that as it may, a more specific motivation for the post-9/11 attack 
on Afghanistan was provided by the “pipeline war” that was going 
on.!'! The Bush-Cheney administration supported--as had the Clinton-Gore 
administration until 1999--UNOCAL’s plan to build an oil-and-gas 
pipeline through Afghanistan, which was in competition with plans from 
oil companies based in other countries. What happened in 1999 was that 
UNOCAL, having become convinced that Afghanistan under the Taliban 
would never have the peace and stability needed for the pipeline project, 
decided to withdraw. Ahmed Rashid, finishing his book on the Taliban in 
mid-1999, wrote that the Clinton administration had shifted its support to 
the pipeline route from Azerbaijan through Georgia to Turkey, adding that 
“by now nobody wanted to touch Afghanistan and the Taliban.”!!” 


When the Bush administration came to power, however, it decided to 
give the Taliban one last chance. This last chance occurred at a four-day 
meeting in Berlin in July 2001. Representatives of the Bush-Cheney 
administration, trying to persuade the Taliban to share power with US- 
friendly factions in a “unity government,” reportedly gave the Taliban an 
ultimatum: “Either you accept our offer of a carpet of gold, or we bury you 
under a carpet of bombs.”!'? When the Taliban refused, the Americans 
reportedly said that “military action against Afghanistan would go ahead . . 
. before the snows started falling in Afghanistan, by the middle of October 
at the latest.”!'4 


e Given the fact that the attacks on New York and Washington 
occurred on September 11, the U.S. military had time to get ready, 
logistically, to begin its war in Afghanistan on October 7. By October 10, the 
U.S. Department of State had informed the Pakistani Minister of Oil that “in 
view of recent geopolitical developments,” UNOCAL was ready to go ahead 
with the pipeline project.!! 

e The contention that at least one of the purposes of the war was to 
support this project is suggested by the fact that the post-Taliban Prime 
Minister, Hamid Karzai, had previously been on UNOCAL’s payroll, as had 
been PNAC member Zalmay Khalilzad, who in 2001 was appointed Bush’s 
special envoy to Afghanistan and then in 2003 became the U.S. ambassador to 
Afghanistan. As Chalmers Johnson said in 2004: “The continued collaboration 
of Khalilzad and Karzai in post-9/11 Afghanistan strongly suggests that the 


Bush administration was and remains . . . interested in oil.”!!® (In March of 
2005, Khalilzad would become the U.S. ambassador to Irag.!!”) 

e Still more evidence is provided by the placement of the military 
bases in Afghanistan. As one Israeli writer put it: “If one looks at the map of 
the big American bases created, one is struck by the fact that they are 
completely identical to the route of the projected oil pipeline to the Indian 
Ocean.”!!8 

e The concern to enable an American oil company to build this 
pipeline should not, however, be considered the only or even the primary 
motivation. The larger concern, suggests Chalmers Johnson, was “‘to establish 
an American presence in Central Asia.” Evidence for this view is provided by 
the fact that the United States, besides establishing long-term bases in 
Afghanistan, had within a month after 9/11 arranged for long-term bases in 
Pakistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan.!!° 

e The new Pearl Harbor that occurred on 9/11, therefore, allowed 
the United States to support UNOCAL’s pipeline project and, more generally, 
to fulfill the program, suggested by Brzezinski, of taking control of this region 
of the world. 


The fact that 9/11 provided the necessary condition for the war in 
Afghanistan was stated by both Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld. In 2004, Wolfowitz 
told the 9/11 Commission that if the Department of Defense had asked 
Congress for permission to invade Afghanistan prior to 9/11, this request 
would not have been taken seriously. Rumsfeld, telling the Commission 
1" to awaken the world to new 
threats and to the need for action,” said that prior to 9/11 the president could 


that “it can take a tragedy like September 1 


not have convinced Congress that the United States needed to “invade 
Afghanistan and overthrow the Taliban.” 


Afghanistan and the surrounding region was not, however, the primary 
target in the sights of the Bush-Cheney administration. That target was Iraq. 


5. The Attack on Iraq 


Several neocons, including some who became central members of the Bush- 
Cheney administration, had been wanting to bring about regime change in Iraq 
ever since Saddam Hussein’s occupation of Kuwait in 1990. Leading voices 
for this policy included Cheney and Wolfowitz, who were then secretary and 
under-secretary of defense, respectively, and also Richard Perle, who chaired 
a committee set up by neocons called Committee for Peace and Security in the 
Gulf. But this idea was opposed by President Bush along with General Colin 


Powell, then chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and General Norman 
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Schwarzkopf, the field commander, so it was not carried ou 

In 1992, Albert Wohlstetter, who had inspired Perle and Wolfowitz and 
other neocons, expressed exasperation that nothing had been done about “a 
dictatorship sitting on the world’s second largest pool of low-cost oil and 
ambitious to dominate the Gulf.”!?? (Wohlstetter’s statement reflected his 
conviction, expressed back in 1981, that America needs to establish forces, 
bases, and infrastructure so as to enjoy unquestioned primacy in the region.!+) 

In 1996, the “Clean Break” paper, written for Israel by Perle and other 
neocons, proposed that Israel remove from power all of its enemies in the 
region, beginning with Saddam Hussein. This 1996 document, in the opinion 
of Arnaud de Borchgrave, president of United Press International, “provided 
the strategic underpinnings for Operation Iraqi Freedom seven years later.” !?4 

In 1997, Wolfowitz and Khalilzad published a statement arguing that 
“Saddam Must Go.”!?5 


In 1998, Kristol and Kagan, in a New York Times op-ed entitled “Bombing 
Iraq Isn’t Enough,” called for “finishing the job left undone in 
1991.”!?6 Wolfowitz told the House National Security Committee that it had 
been a mistake in 1991 to leave Saddam in power. Also, writing in the New 
Republic, he said: “Toppling Saddam is the only outcome that can satisfy the 
vital U.S. interest in a stable and secure Gulf region.”!?’ And the afore- 
mentioned letter to President Clinton from PNAC---signed by Cheney, 
Kristol, Perle, and Wolfowitz, among others---urged him to “take the 
necessary steps, including military steps,” to “remov[e] Saddam’s regime 
from power.” Then, getting no agreement from Clinton, PNAC wrote a similar 
letter to Newt Gingrich and Trent Lott, then the leaders of the House and the 
Senate, respectively. !78 

In 2000, PNAC’s Rebuilding America’s Defenses, pointing out that “the 
United States has for decades sought to play a more permanent role in Gulf 
regional security,” added: “While the unresolved conflict with Iraq provides 
the immediate justification, the need for a substantial American force presence 
in the Gulf transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam Hussein.”!”? 

Given the fact that Cheney, Libby, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, and other 
neocons were given central positions in the new Bush administration, it is not 


surprising to learn, from two former members of this administration, that it 
came into office intent on attacking Iraq. Paul O’Neill, who was secretary of 
the treasury and hence a member of the National Security Council, has said 
that within days of the inauguration, the main topic was going after Saddam, 
with the question being not “Why Saddam?” or “Why Now?” but merely 
“finding a way to do it.”!° Richard Clarke, who had been the National 
Coordinator for Security and Counterterrorism, confirmed O’Neill’s charge, 
saying: “The administration of the second George Bush did begin with Iraq on 
its agenda.” 3! 

Until the attacks of 9/11, however, no one had found “a way to do it.” As 
neocon Kenneth Adelman has said: “At the beginning of the administration 
people were talking about Iraq but it wasn’t doable. .. . That changed with 
September 11.”!?*7Bob Woodward makes the same observation in Bush at 
War, saying: “The terrorist attacks of September 11 gave the U.S. a new 
window to go after Hussein.” !3? 

However, even 9/11, by itself, was not a sufficient basis for getting the 
American people’s support for an attack on Iraq. Not for lack of effort by 
Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz. On the afternoon of 9/11 itself, Rumsfeld said in a 
note to General Richard Myers—-the acting head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff-- 
that he wanted the "best info fast. Judge whether good enough hit S.H. 
[Saddam Hussein] at same time. Not only UBL [Usama bin Laden]."!*4 In the 
following days, both Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz argued that Saddam's Iraq 
should be, in Woodward’s paraphrase, “a principal target of the first round in 
the war on terrorism.”!*° 

Colin Powell, however, argued that both the American people and other 
countries would at that time support an attack on Afghanistan, to do 
something about al-Qaeda, but not an attack on Iraq, since there was no 
evidence that it had anything to do with 9/11. He added, however, that after a 
successful campaign in Afghanistan, a war on Iraq would become more 
feasible. Bush accepted this argument.!°*° In doing so, he was not rejecting the 
proposal to use 9/11 to justify an attack on Iraq, merely postponing its 
implementation: A plan for going to war in Afghanistan that Bush signed on 
September 17 also directed the Pentagon to begin planning military options 


for an invasion of Iraq.!37 


Stephen Sniegoski, explaining why the attack on Iraq could not be launched 
immediately, says: “[A]Ithough the 9/11 atrocities psychologically prepared 
the American people for the war on Iraq, those horrific events were not 
sufficient by themselves to thrust America immediately into an attack on 
Iraq.” A “lengthy propaganda offensive” would also be needed. !** 


This propaganda offensive involved convincing a majority of the American 
people of the truth of two false claims: that Saddam Hussein had been behind 
9/11 and that he possessed, or soon would possess, weapons of mass 
destruction, including nuclear weapons, with which he could attack America. 
This part of the story is too well known to need much rehearsal. The point to 
emphasize here is that although this later propaganda was necessary, its 
success depended on 9/11. Halper and Clarke say that “it was 9/11 that 
provided the political context in which the thinking of neo-conservatives 
could be turned into operational policy.”'*’ Sniegoski, spelling out the point 
more fully, says: 


The 9/11 attacks made the American people angry and fearful. 
Ordinary Americans wanted to strike back at the terrorist enemy, even 
though they weren’t exactly sure who that enemy was. . .. Moreover, 
they were fearful of more attacks and were susceptible to the 
administration’s propaganda that the United States had to strike Iraq 
before Iraq somehow struck the United States. .. . It wasn’t that 
difficult to channel American fear and anger into war against Iraq. !4° 


Much of this channeling was done by the Bush-Cheney administration, 
especially Bush and Cheney themselves. In August of 2002, for example, 
Cheney declared that “there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now has 
weapons of mass destruction . . . [and] is amassing them to use . . . against 
us.”'4! In October, Bush said that, having “experienced the horror of 
September the 11th, ... America must not ignore the threat gathering against 
us. Facing clear evidence of peril, we cannot wait for the final proof--the 
smoking gun--that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.”!4? 

The administration was greatly aided in this propaganda offensive by 
neoconservatives outside the government, who “linked their preexisting 
agenda (an attack on Iraq) to a separate event (9/11).”!4? Through their 
incessant propaganda---most widely spread in Lawrence Kaplan and William 
Kristol’s The War over Iraq: Saddam’s Tyranny and America’s Mission--- 


“Al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein were morphed into the same enemy” and 
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“the war on terror and war in Iraq were joined at the hip. 

This propaganda campaign was enormously successful. Shortly before 
the war on Iraq was launched, the two key ideas in the campaign---that 
Saddam Hussein had played a direct role in the attacks of 9/11 and that he was 
a threat because he had weapons of mass destruction---were accepted by 70 
percent of the American people.'*° As a result, point out Halper and Clarke, 
the Bush-Cheney administration was “able to build the environment 
surrounding the terrorist attacks of September 2001 into a wide moral 
platform from which to launch a preemptive strike.” !“° 

That this propaganda campaign would be successful would have been 
predictable. As Hermann Goring, one of the top Nazi officials, said: “[I]t is 
the /eaders of the country who determine the policy and it is always a simple 
matter to drag the people along. . . . All you have to do is tell them they are 
being attacked.”!47 

Accordingly, the fact that there were no Iraqis among the alleged 
hijackers does not mean that the desire for a pretext to attack Iraq could not 
have been one of the imperial motives behind the attacks of 9/11. The crucial 
precondition for the war in Iraq was a psychological state of mind in the 
American public---one of fear and anxiety combined with a desire for 
revenge---that would countenance the new doctrine of preemptive-preventive 
war. This state of mind was abundantly created by 9/11. Then, just as the 
ensuing propaganda offensive against Osama bin Laden, al-Qaeda, and the 
Taliban created almost unanimous acceptance of the war in Afghanistan, the 
propaganda offensive directed at Saddam Hussein was rather easily able to 
channel this fear, anxiety, and desire for revenge into a widespread feeling 
that a war to bring about regime change in Iraq was justified. 


Conclusion 


The attacks of 9/11 allowed the imperialist agenda of leading 
neoconservatives to be implemented. Can we infer from this effect that the 
hope to have this agenda fulfilled was one of the motives for the 9/11 attacks? 
Of course not. One of the basic principles of criminal investigations, however, 
is the question: Who benefits? Those who most benefit from the crime are 
usually the most likely suspects. But an answer to that question cannot by 


itself be used as proof of the suspects’ guilt. The prosecution must also show 
that the suspects had the means and the opportunity to commit the crime. It 
must also present evidence that the suspects actually committed the crime---at 
least indirect evidence, perhaps by showing that they were the only ones 

who could have done it. 


I have elsewhere presented evidence---what I first called prima 
facie evidence but now call overwhelming evidence'**---that 9/11 was an 
inside job, orchestrated by leading members of the Bush-Cheney 
administration. This evidence includes many reasons to conclude that the 
official accounts of the World Trade Center collapses, the attack on the 
Pentagon, the crash of United Airlines Flight 93, and the failure of the U.S. 
military to intercept the other flights cannot be true. This evidence also 
includes many reasons to conclude that The 9/11 Commission Report involved 
a systematic cover-up of dozens of facts that conflict with the official 
conspiracy theory about 9/11, according to which the attacks were conceived 
and carried out entirely by al-Qaeda---evidence that instead points to official 
complicity. One example of this evidence is the fact that the Commission 
changed by about 45 minutes the time at which Vice President Cheney went 
down to the Presidential Emergency Operations Center under the White 
House, thereby indicating that he could not have been responsible, as evidence 
suggests, for allowing the strike on the Pentagon and ordering the downing of 
UA 93.!4° 


Many people, to be sure, feel that there is no need to examine the evidence 
that the attacks were arranged by members of the Bush administration because 
they feel certain, on a priori grounds, that it simply would not have done such 
a thing. Having addressed most of those grounds elsewhere,!*° I have here 
dealt with only one of them, which is often phrased as a rhetorical question: 
What motive could they possibly have had for arranging attacks on their own 
citizens? 


Having suggested that the motive was to have a pretext to turn the 
neocon agenda into national policy, I should add that it is probably only the 
neocons in office, and even only some of them, who should be suspected of 
involvement in the planning for 9/11. To say that 9/11 allowed the agenda of 
the neocons in general to be implemented does not imply that many or even 
any neocons outside the government were involved in the planning for, or 
even had advance knowledge of, the attacks of 9/11. About eight months after 


9/11, for example, William Kristol and Robert Kagan wrote pieces urging the 
Bush-Cheney administration to undertake an investigation to see if the attacks 
might have been prevented. Gary Dorrien, reporting that this call “earned a 
sharp rebuke from Cheney,” adds that “the Bush administration had no 
intention of allowing an investigation on that subject.”!>! 

No genuine investigation has been carried out to this day. If Congress 
would authorize such an investigation, the American people, I am convinced, 
would see that the grounds for impeaching Bush and Cheney are even stronger 
than those that have been part of the public discussion thus far. They would 
also see that the reasons for opposing the war in Iraq are even stronger than 
those publicly discussed thus far, because it was from the start an imperialistic 
war based on a false-flag operation (as well as additional lies). They would 
even see that, although many critics of the administration have said that we 
should pull our troops out of Iraq and put them in Afghanistan, our attack on 
that country was no more legitimate. 


This essay is a revised version of “Imperial Motives for a ‘New Pearl 
Harbor,’” chap. 6 of David Ray Griffin, Christian Faith and the Truth 
Behind 9/11 : A Call to Reflection and Action (Louisville: Westminster John 
Knox, 2006). Griffin is professor emeritus at Claremont School of Theology 
and Claremont Graduate University. His most recent books are Whitehead’s 
Radically Different Postmodern Philosophy and Debunking 9/11 
Debunking. 
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